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 Abstract: CES members were surveyed in April 2014 regarding professionalization 
issues and the Credentialed Evaluator (CE) program (a component of the CES Pro-
fessional Designations Program). Analysis reported here is based on 654 completed 
questionnaires. Results suggest that members’ attitudes and perceptions about the 
program are generally positive. Credentialed Evaluators appear to attribute improve-
ments in their practice to the credential, and the sense of belonging to a profession 
is increasing. Factors other than the credentialing program may have infl uenced the 
variables of interest. Th e study points to some crucial challenges facing the designa-
tions program for reaching its entire intended community. 
 Keywords: certifi cation, competencies, credential, professional designation, quali-
fi cations 
 Résumé : Une enquête a été réalisée en avril 2014 auprès des membres de la SCÉ 
portant sur la professionnalisation et sur le programme d’Évaluateur accrédité (une 
composante du Programme des titres professionnels de la SCÉ). L’analyse présentée 
ici est basée sur les 654 questionnaires soumis. Les résultats suggèrent que les at-
titudes des membres envers le programme et leurs perceptions sont généralement 
positives. Les évaluateurs accrédités semblent attribuer à l’accréditation des amé-
liorations dans leur pratique, et le sentiment d’appartenance à une profession est en 
croissance. Des facteurs autres que le programme d’accréditation peuvent avoir infl ué 
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sur les variables d’intérêt. L’étude identifi e des défi s cruciaux auxquels le programme 
des titres est confronté pour atteindre l’ensemble de la communauté visée. 
 Mots clés : certifi cation, compétences, accréditation,  titre professionnel, qualifi cations 
 In 2010, aft er years of debate and preparation, the Canadian Evaluation Society 
(CES) implemented a voluntary professional credential recognizing competencies 
and promoting continuous learning. 1 To date, more than 275 evaluators out of 
CES’s roughly 1,700 individual members have become Credentialed Evaluators 
(CEs). Th e development of the credential was informed by research and analysis 
of perceived need for and benefi ts of increased professionalization of evaluators 
in Canada. Th e Canadian debate surrounding the implementation of the creden-
tialing program identifi ed many potential positive and negative outcomes of the 
credential. As a result of a process that is described in other articles in this special 
issue, CES implemented a designation that recognizes that an individual has edu-
cation and experience necessary for practicing evaluation competently in Canada 
(see  Halpern, Gauthier, & McDavid, 2015 , for clarifi cation of the credential status 
vis-à-vis other forms of professional recognition). 
 Four years aft er the inception of the CES Professional Designations Program 
(PDP) and as part of the input to its upcoming evaluation, this article reports on 
a study of CES members aiming to document the characteristics of those who 
have and have not applied for and obtained the CE, and to assess the extent to 
which positive and negative, intended and unintended outcomes of the credential 
are occurring. Th e study and its fi ndings are cast in the larger body of research 
on “emerging professionalization projects” ( Lawrence, 2004; Muzio, Hodgson, 
Faulconbridge, Beaverstock, & Hall, 2011 ;), where groups of professionals, of-
ten through professional associations ( Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002 ), 
develop “closure regimes” such as professional credentialing systems to defi ne, 
occupy, and defend occupational spaces ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
 LOGIC MODEL FOR THE PDP 
 On the basis of a literature review and input from an external panel, we developed 
an outcomes-focused logic model to guide the construction of the survey ques-
tionnaire. Th e complete model is presented in detail in Appendix A. As did the 
inception documents for the PDP (CES PDP, 2009b), the logic model’s intended 
long-term outcome for the PDP is “CES contributes to the professionalization of 
evaluation in Canada and brings clarity and defi nition for and within the Cana-
dian evaluation practice,” clearly casting the initiative as a “professionalization 
project.” 2 Following from the literature program documents, the logic model iden-
tifi es expected and plausible outcomes for CEs, CES, the evaluation profession as 
a whole, and users or benefi ciaries of evaluation use ( CES, 2012b ;  Greenwood 
et al., 2002 ;  Muzio et al., 2011 ). Because community-level impacts (i.e., for CES, 
the profession as a whole, and evaluation users, particularly the publication and 
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dissemination of the  Competencies for Canadian Evaluation Practice ; CES, 2009) 
could have spillover eff ects on the outcomes of evaluators who do not acquire the 
credential, outcomes were also identifi ed for this group. Both positive and nega-
tive outcomes identifi ed in the literature were included in the model and study 
design. 
 METHODOLOGY 
 Each outcome in the logic model deemed to be measurable through this type of 
survey was assessed mainly using agree-disagree scales and, in a few instances, 
reusing items previously used ( Gauthier, Borys, Kishchuk, & Roy, 2006;  Gauthier, 
Roy, Borys, & Kishchuk, 2010 ). A pretest with fi ve volunteer evaluators resulted 
in minor modifi cations and retention of the pretest data in the fi nal data set. Th e 
English and French versions of the questionnaire are available at  http://cjpe.ca/
extra/pdpce_2014.pdf . 
 Th e population of interest was all 1,893 individual members of CES as of 
March 2014, based on the list provided by CES. 
 Data collection used a Web-based questionnaire, with invitations and two 
subsequent reminders in April 2014. In total, 764 questionnaires were initiated 
and 654 were completed, for a raw response rate of 35% (64% among CEs and 
30% among non-CEs). On average, respondents took 17 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. 
 Th e likelihood of participation in the survey varied according to geographical 
location and CE status.  Ex post weights were devised to compensate for both fac-
tors. A set of weights was calculated using an iterative marginal fi tting algorithm 
(rim weighting) to ensure that CES chapter and CE status was appropriately repre-
sented in the results. Most data analysis was done using stubs-and-banners cross-
tabs developed in StatXP. Percentage-based diff erences were tested using χ 2 tests. 
 Analysis of the characteristics of Credentialed Evaluators was descriptive. 
Comparisons were drawn between CEs and CES members who had not applied 
for the designation, including those who had initiated the application process with 
CEs. Multivariate models tested diff erences between CEs and non-CEs. 3 
 Based on the achieved sample of 654 responses, assuming that it constituted 
a random sample of a population of 1,893 with a design eff ect of 1.88 (i.e., 1 plus 
the variance of the weighting variable), at a confi dence level of 95%, the sampling 
error for a proportion of 50% is estimated at ± 4.3 percentage points. Confi dence 
intervals are wider for subsamples. 
 All four authors of this article are Credentialed Evaluators, three are or were 
members of the Credentialing Board, and one was the manager of the credential-
ing program when this study was conducted. To counter a perceived risk of bias, a 
challenge group was formed comprising six seasoned Canadian evaluators: three 
had supported the credentialing program in the past and three had publicly criti-
cized it in intent or implementation. Th e challenge group was asked to react to a 
draft  of the logic model, the questionnaire, and a draft  of this article. Th e authors 
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thank members of the challenge group for the rigour, honesty, and usefulness of 
their comments but remain responsible for any errors or omissions. 
 Limitations 
 Th e large number of concepts in the logic model required limiting the number of 
questions about each, sometimes to single items. Such simple measurement may 
not refl ect the nuances of program outcomes. Because the logic model was de-
signed for the purposes of this article, it does not necessarily depict CES’s expected 
PDP outcomes. Unachieved outcomes as measured here should not necessarily be 
interpreted as program failure. 
 Respondents may diff er from nonrespondents in ways not captured by the anal-
ysis performed. For example, it is possible that nonrespondents hold diff erent views 
of the PDP from those of respondents. It is also possible that nonrespondents have a 
relationship with evaluation as a profession that is diff erent from that of respondents. 
 FINDINGS 
 Reach 
 Data on characteristics of the CE and non-CE groups are presented in  Table 1 . 
 CEs tend to be older and more experienced evaluators than non-CEs. For 
example, 69% of CEs have 11 or more cumulative years of professional experience 
Table 1. Characteristics8
All respon-
dents
Respondents 
not enrolled in 
the program
CE respon-
dents
In which sector are you employed (or were last employed if now retired)? 
(χ2 = 134.5, df = 3, p < 0.01)
Private sector 26% 20% 55%
Municipal/Regional/Provincial sector 25% 27% 12%
Federal sector 23% 25% 15%
Not-for-profi t/Postsecondary/Other 26% 28% 18%
Unweighted n 588 397 149
How many cumulative years of professional experience do you have as an evaluator? 
(χ2 = 175.0, df = 3, p < 0.01)
Less than one year 10% 12%  1%
1–5 years 32% 38%  7%
6–10 years 22% 21% 22%
11 or more years 36% 30% 69%
Unweighted n 632 428 157
(Continued)
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To which of the following age groups do you belong? (χ2 = 90.9, df = 4, p < 0.01)
Less than 30 years old 11% 13%  3%
30 to 39 24% 26% 14%
40 to 49 29% 30% 27%
50 to 59 24% 23% 29%
60 or more 12%  9% 27%
Unweighted n 643 438 157
What is the highest degree you have completed? (χ2 = 9.0, df = 2, p < 0.05)
Bachelor’s 12% 14%  6%
Master’s 66% 67% 62%
Doctorate 20% 18% 31%
Unweighted n 650 443 159
What is your gender? (χ2 = 2.3, df = 1, p > 0.05)
Women 71% 71% 67%
Men 29% 29% 33%
Unweighted n 636 436 154
In which province/territory is your workplace/study place currently located? 
(χ2 = 20.8, df = 4, p < 0.01)
Atlantic Canada  7%  7% 10%
Quebec 10% 11%  5%
Ottawa-Gatineau 27% 27% 30%
Ontario 30% 31% 22%
Western Canada 26% 25% 32%
Unweighted n 641 439 158
Table 1. (Continued)
All respon-
dents
Respondents 
not enrolled in 
the program
CE respon-
dents
as evaluators while only 30% of non-CEs have this degree of experience. Similarly, 
56% of CEs are 50 years old or older, while only 32% of non-CEs are in this age 
group. Not surprisingly, CEs have been members of the CES longer than non-
CEs (e.g., 48% of CEs have been members for 11 or more years while only 9% of 
non-CEs have; χ 2 (3,  n = 573) = 302.2,  p < 0.01; statistical tests not reported in the 
relevant table are stated in the text). 
 While non-CEs appear to be fairly equally spread across diff erent sectors of 
work, CEs are predominantly in the private sector (55%). Of  those evaluators ac-
tive in the private sector, 30% hold the CE designation. Municipal, regional, and 
provincial government employees have the lowest rate of program uptake (7%). 
Federal government employees also have a low take-up rate (9%). 
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 CEs are slightly more likely to hold a graduate degree (93% have a Master’s 
degree or a doctorate compared to 85% of non-CEs; note that one of the CE eligi-
bility requirements is the possession of a graduate degree or diploma). 
 Th e proportion of women among CEs is slightly lower than among non-CEs 
(67% versus 71%; not statistically signifi cant). Th is may be a function of women 
tending to have fewer years of experience in evaluation (χ 2 (3,  n = 624) = 35.0, 
 p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
 CEs were more likely to have done volunteer work for CES than non-CEs 
(67% versus 21%, χ 2 (1,  n = 605) = 227.0,  p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
 Finally, in comparison to the regional distribution of CES members, there are 
proportionately more CEs in Atlantic Canada, the National Capital Region, and 
Western Canada, and fewer in Quebec and Ontario. 
 Outcomes for the Canadian Evaluation Society 
 Possible outcomes of the credentialing program on the CES itself that were meas-
ured in this study include satisfaction with the program process (data not reported 
here), demand for the designation, an infrastructure that supports the demand for 
the program, off ering a desirable designation, divisiveness within membership, 
and the credibility of CES as a promoter of evaluation. 
 Regarding the demand for the designation, the survey data indicate that 57% 
of non-CE respondents stated interest in obtaining the designation (response of 5, 
6, or 7 on a 7-point scale). Added to the 255 individuals holding the designation 
as of June 2014, the overall interest level can be calculated to be 64% among all 
CES members (75% among those entering the profession, χ 2 (3,  n = 415) = 82.6, 
 p < 0.01). Th e same level of interest toward “certifi cation” (63%) was measured 
among CES members in 2005 ( Gauthier et al., 2006 ). 
 Results for other outcomes for CES are shown in  Table 2 . Two thirds of CES 
members (69%) consider that the CE is a desirable professional designation. CEs 
hold this view more strongly. 
 About one quarter (24%) of CES members indicated that the CE designation 
creates an unhealthy divide among evaluators. CEs are statistically less likely to 
share that view (10%). 
 Overall, 84% of CES members consider that the work of CES advances the 
evaluator profession. Aft er controlling for respondent experience, sector, CES vol-
unteering, and holding of another professional designation, CEs are more positive 
than non-CEs in this regard. 
 Respondents who had not applied for the credential were asked about reasons 
for not pursuing it. Th ree main types of reasons emerged, as  Table 3 indicates. 
 Th e reason most frequently rated as important by those who had not applied 
for the designation was that they did not see enough benefi t (72% responded 5, 6, 
or 7 on a 7-point importance scale). More experienced evaluators tended to see 
less benefi t in the designation: 88% of those with 6 to 10 years of experience and 
78% of those with 11 or more versus 48% of those with up to two years and 64% of 
those with three to fi ve years (χ 2 (3,  n = 173) = 48.8,  p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
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Table 2. Outcomes for the Canadian Evaluation Society Other than Satisfac-
tion with the Program Process
How much do you 
agree or disagree with 
the following state-
ments? Over the past 4 
years . . .a
All 
respon-
dents
Not 
enrolled 
in the 
program
CE 
respon-
dents
χ2 df = 1; 
p > χ2
p(t) for 
modelled 
diff er-
ence
minimum n 525 342 149
maximum n 626 420 159
The CES Credentialed 
Evaluator designation is 
a desirable professional 
designation
69% 67% 82% 22.0 < 0.01 < 0.01
The CES Credentialed 
Evaluator designation 
creates an unhealthy 
divide among evaluators
24% 27% 10% 31.6 < 0.01 < 0.01
The work of the CES 
advances the evaluator 
profession
84% 84% 89% 3.0 > 0.05 < 0.01CE 
> non-CE
a Percentage of respondents who selected 5, 6, or 7 on a 7-point scale.
Table 3. Reasons for Lack of Application to the Designation Among Those 
Not Interested
How important is each of the following in your decision not 
to pursue the CES Credentialed Evaluator designation?
Percent 
importanta
n
I don’t see enough benefi t for me 72% 181
It is not required in my job 71% 172
It is not recognized in my job environment 60% 167
It is too expensive 54% 146
The application process is too demanding 53% 138
I have no fi nancial support from my employer 52% 141
I don’t have the time 49% 177
I am too uncertain of the result to invest in this process 44% 179
The designation maintenance requirements are too demanding 40% 129
It is not a credible designation 32% 166
I am not well informed about the professional designation 29% 181
I already hold another professional designation 23% 162
My employer has indicated that it is not worthwhile 20% 113
I don’t intend to make a career out of evaluation 18% 172
I am not involved enough in evaluation 18% 173
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 Th e next most important reason for not applying was a lack of support in the 
workplace, manifested as not being a requirement (71%), not being recognized 
(60%), and no fi nancial support from their employer (52%). Federal public serv-
ants were more likely to indicate that their employer feels the designation is not 
worthwhile (28% versus 12–17% in other sectors; χ 2 (3,  n = 108) = 9.5,  p < 0.05; 
not shown in the table) or credible (45% versus 23–28% of other sectors: χ 2 (3,  n  = 
157) = 21.4,  p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
 Other reasons for non-application included the level of eff ort and/or expense 
involved: 54% indicated it is too expensive, 53% agreed the application process 
is too demanding, 49% did not have the time, and 40% stated the maintenance 
requirements are too demanding. Cost was viewed as less of an issue for those 
working in the private sector (42% versus for 50–65% in other sectors: χ 2 (3, n = 
135) = 12.2,  p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
 Uncertainty about the result of the application was a factor for 44% of those 
not having applied; this was particularly a concern for those working in the not-for-
profi t and education contexts (χ 2 (3, n = 167) = 28.9,  p < 0.01; not shown in the table). 
 While one third indicated that the designation is not credible (32%), very few 
felt that the CES was not a credible organization (8%). Finally, small proportions 
indicated that the reason they had not applied was less about the designation itself 
and more about their own situation—for example, not being involved in evalua-
tion enough (18%), being close to retirement (17%), planning to leave evaluation 
soon (13%), or not seeing themselves as an evaluator (11%). 
 Outcomes for Credentialed Evaluators 
 Possible outcomes of the credentialing program on CEs include professional 
recognition, attention given to professional development, increased competency, 
professional status, and professional identifi cation.  Table 4 presents fi ndings on 
these outcomes. As in the following tables, it allows comparison with non-CEs: 
the fi rst column provides the proportion of all respondents who chose categories 
5, 6, or 7 on a 7-point scale; the second and third columns report the same pro-
portions for non-CEs and CEs, respectively; and the fourth, fi ft h, and sixth report 
the signifi cance level of the diff erence in the bivariate relationship and in the 
How important is each of the following in your decision not 
to pursue the CES Credentialed Evaluator designation?
Percent 
importanta
n
I don’t have enough experience in evaluation yet 17% 176
I am too close to retirement to care 17% 162
I expect to leave evaluation soon 13% 159
I don’t hold a postgraduate degree 12% 157
I don’t see myself as an evaluator 11% 172
CES is not a credible organization  8% 168
a Percentage of respondents who selected 5, 6, or 7 on a 7-point importance scale.
Table 3. (Continued)
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multivariate model that takes confounding factors into account (see Methodol-
ogy). Th e second last column indicates the proportion of CEs that attributed the 
outcome to the designation. 4 
 Table 4 shows that CEs and non-CEs were very likely to have been recognized 
as being competent in evaluation in the previous four years (84%) and to have been 
thought of more highly as professional evaluators by other evaluators (62%) or by 
their employer/clients (69%).  Table 4 also suggests that CEs and non-CEs both par-
ticipated in more professional development in the previous four years (67%) and read 
more about evaluation (75%). To a lesser extent, CEs and non-CEs took part in more 
CES Annual Conferences (30%), CES chapter events (39%), and more non-CES con-
ferences (27%). Survey respondents also indicated that the CE designation is a good 
way to identify individuals qualifi ed to conduct evaluation work (62%). Substantial 
proportions of CEs and non-CEs indicated that, over the previous four years, they 
improved their professional skills (86%), expanded their knowledge about diff erent 
approaches to evaluation (83%), expanded their knowledge about evaluation meth-
ods (83%), and improved their competitiveness in the job or contract market (61%). 
 Comparisons of CEs and non-CEs on these responses show that the two 
groups are statistically the same, especially once experience in evaluation, sector 
of work, and other concomitant variables are accounted for. Th is would suggest 
that the program has not led to improved immediate outcomes for Credentialed 
Evaluators. Th ese data are somewhat at odds with CEs’ self-assessed views of the 
impact of the designation on them, as the last column of  Table 4 shows: one half of 
CEs (between 43% and 61%) indicated that the program had contributed to their 
professional recognition and to their professional development activities, and 
about one fi ft h (between 18% and 23%) stated that the program had contributed 
to their conference attendance. About one half of CEs (between 45% and 48%) 
associated improvement of their professional competency over the previous four 
years with the credentialing program. 
 Outcomes classifi ed as longer term were more likely to be experienced by CEs 
than by non-CEs. About one half of non-CEs defi ned themselves more as profes-
sional evaluators in the previous four years (54%), felt more that they belonged to a 
recognized profession (44%), self-assessed their level of evaluation expertise (57%), 
and ensured that their practice aligned with CES evaluation competency expecta-
tions (50%). In comparison, between 66% and 72% of CEs answered the same way; 
all of these diff erences were statistically signifi cant. Aft er controlling for diff erences 
in the composition of the two groups, two important diff erences persist: CEs were 
more likely to report a sense of belonging to a recognized profession and to align 
their practice to evaluation competencies. Between 47% and 63% of CEs self-
assessed that the designation contributed to the four long-term outcomes for them. 
 Outcomes for Non-Credentialed Evaluators 
 To examine spillover eff ects from the changes to the practice environment on non-
CEs, CE and non-CE respondents indicated the degree to which they have paid more 
attention over the last four years to each of the fi ve competency domains ( Table 5 ). 
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 Th e proportion of evaluators indicating they paid more attention to each of 
the competency domains over the last four years was higher than 50%, indicating 
increased attention regardless of credential status. Th e data indicate that non-CEs 
are more likely than CEs to have paid more attention over the last four years to the 
technical aspects of evaluation (81% versus 56%), and the context of evaluations 
(78% versus 60%). Th ere were no diff erences in the degree to which non-CEs and 
CEs paid more attention to fundamental norms and values underlying evaluation 
practice, the process of managing an evaluation, or people skills. 
 CEs were asked the degree to which the designation contributed to them pay-
ing more attention to the competency domains. Results varied, showing that 28% 
stated it had an impact on the degree to which they paid attention to the process 
of managing an evaluation, and 40% indicating it infl uenced the degree to which 
they paid attention to fundamental norms and values. 
 Just over one quarter of respondents felt that the CE designation has reduced 
access to evaluation contracts and positions for those without the designation. 
Th ere was no diff erence between CEs and non-CEs once diff erences in the char-
acteristics of the two groups were accounted for. 
 A large proportion (87%) of CEs and one half of non-CEs (50%) indicated 
having at least a moderate extent of knowledge of the CES  Competencies for Ca-
nadian Evaluation Practice (CES, 2009). Higher proportions of non-CEs than CEs 
indicated feeling that the competencies are important to them (75% vs. 55%) and 
that the competencies provide a good basis for establishing training needs (75% 
vs. 64%). Finally, just under two thirds (63%) of CEs indicated that they refer to 
the competencies as their defi nition of what an evaluator should be able to do, 
whereas fewer than half of non-CEs (45%) refer to the competencies in this way. 
 Outcomes for the Profession 
 Th e survey included several questions about a sense of belonging to a profession, 
views about evaluation as a profession, and the trajectories leading to choosing 
evaluation as a career that were used in past surveys of the same population 
( Gauthier et al., 2006 ,  2010 ), allowing for comparisons of three points in time 
(2005, 2010, and 2014). Results presented in  Table 6 show changes over time but 
also that these were in play before the introduction of the PDP. More evaluators 
in 2014 (63%) than in 2005 (35%) agreed they actively pursued a career in evalu-
ation. Fewer say that they became evaluators through circumstances rather than 
planning (decline from 71% in 2005 to 59% in 2014). Few respondents (between 
8% and 11%, nonsignifi cant given the margin of error) said that evaluation is a 
fi eld they entered for a short time to develop their résumés. 
 Trends in the feeling of belonging to the profession are not as clear but are 
generally on the rise. In 2014, more evaluators were likely to say that they do 
evaluation for a living (64%) and that they consider themselves as evaluators fi rst 
(53%) than did so in 2005 (55% and 43%, respectively). In both cases, identifi ca-
tion with evaluation was slightly higher in 2010 than 2014. In all surveys, few 
evaluators said that they want to leave the profession (5% or less), and most agreed 
112 Gauthier, Kishchuk, Borys, and Roy
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Table 6. Evolution of CES Member Views on the Profession
How much do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements?a
2005 2010 2014
minimum n 486 482 632
maximum n 491 491 645
I actively pursue/pursued a career as an evaluator 35% 49% 63%
I became an evaluator through circumstances rather than 
by career planning
71% 70% 59%
Evaluation is an area I have entered for a short time to 
develop a well-rounded résumé to help me advance in my 
career
 8%  9% 11%
Evaluation is a profession 82% 88% 86%
When I’m asked what I do for a living, I say that I am an 
evaluator or a program evaluator
55% 70% 64%
Professionally, I consider myself an evaluator fi rst and 
foremost
43% 54% 53%
Evaluation is an area I want to leave as soon as possible  5%  3%  3%
a Percentage of respondents who selected 5, 6, or 7 on a 7-point scale.
that evaluation is a profession (86% in 2014 compared to 82% in 2005, with a peak 
in 2010 at 88%). 
 Table 7 presents fi ndings on the perceived impacts of the designation pro-
gram on the evaluation profession. 
 About two thirds (68%) of respondents agreed that the designation contrib-
utes to the credibility of evaluation as a means of improving programs and poli-
cies, that the designation contributes to standardization of the practice, and that it 
will eventually improve the quality of evaluations. About the same proportion of 
respondents agreed that the designation contributes to an increased credibility of 
evaluators. A smaller majority of respondents (57%) agreed that the designation 
has enhanced the credibility of evaluation in Canada. A minority (41%) agreed 
that the designation will increase rigidity and that the designation is working 
against evaluation by focusing on policing and control (22%). 
 Outcomes for Evaluation Users and Society 
 Table 8 presents fi ndings about views on the outcomes of the designation for eval-
uation users and society. More than two thirds of respondents (71%) agreed that 
the designation will likely contribute to stakeholders—including program man-
agers, auditors, and governments—viewing evaluation as a professional practice. 
About 62% of respondents agreed that the designation is a good way to identify 
qualifi ed individuals. About one half agreed that the designation contributes to 
protection against poor practices (53%), and that the designation will contribute 
to protect against unethical behaviour (49%). 
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 DISCUSSION 
 Th is study aimed to document the early outcomes of the Canadian Evaluation 
Society’s Credentialed Evaluator Program, from the point of view of CES mem-
bers who have and have not subscribed to this “professionalization project.” It is 
important to remember that this survey was conducted only four years aft er the 
inception of the CE; therefore, expectations regarding outcomes of the program 
should be limited. Of equal importance is that outcomes tested here were based on 
a logic model that examined outcomes beyond those identifi ed by CES, so we re-
frain from making judgements about program success on the basis of our model. 
 Reach 
 Th e success of professionalization projects depends on their capacity to include a 
suffi  cient proportion of practitioners and infl uential opinion leaders. Th is study 
shows that the CES credential is currently reaching the most experienced evalu-
ators, those for whom benefi ts of having the designation are most likely in terms 
of competitive edge (i.e., private sector evaluation consultants), and that there is 
substantial interest in the CE among less senior evaluators. Studies have shown 
that professional motivations for acquiring a designation may vary by career 
stage ( Timperley & Osbaldeston, 1975 ), raising a question about how eff ectively 
the PDP is reaching mid- and early-career evaluators, especially since the level of 
interest in becoming credentialed appears to have been stable since 2005. 
 Th e data also clearly identify a threat to CES’s professionalization project: the 
lower uptake to date of the CE among federal government evaluators, arguably 
the single most infl uential organization in Canada’s evaluation community. One 
interpretation might be that the federal government has simply been slower to 
recognize and value the credential. However, research on corporate profession-
alization suggests a less benign interpretation: in some fi elds, large and infl uential 
employers of many professionals have been shown to pursue their own brands of 
professionalism, creating confl icts of legitimacy with professional associations’ 
professionalization projects ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). Extrapolating from the low 
uptake and from survey results, one could conclude that federal evaluators con-
stitute a self-sustaining subgroup of evaluators with its own evaluation culture and 
practices, professional development priorities, recognition and reward system, 
and self-identifi cation almost separate from the rest of the Canadian evaluation 
community. 
 Th e relative lack of reach to other levels of government and the not-for-profi t 
sectors also raises questions about its value in their practice contexts, where evalu-
ation may be one of many professional roles played by an individual at a given time. 
 Further analysis of reach is off ered in Appendix B. 
 Outcomes 
 A key conclusion of this study is that the progress in professionalization observed 
in the survey data is quite likely due to a convergence of factors, with eff ects that 
are diffi  cult to disentangle from the introduction of the CES CE program—itself 
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the result of multiple infl uences. Potentially important factors include some that 
are linked to CES and its activities, and some that refl ect trends in public sector 
management. Importantly, the fi ndings suggest that attitudes toward and entry 
into the profession were becoming more positive before the credential was for-
mally introduced in 2009. Th is may be attributable to an overall increasing con-
sciousness of professionalization issues, to which debates and discussions at CES, 
the American Evaluation Association (AEA), and other organizations may have 
contributed; it may also have been possible to launch the PDP because attitudes 
toward evaluation being a profession had evolved positively. 
 We defi ne “non-engaged CES members” as CES members who have neither 
initiated nor completed the CE application process. Th e study found few objective 
diff erences between CEs and non-engaged CES members in professionalization 
outcomes such as improvements in professional development participation, level 
of knowledge, or competitiveness. Th is suggests that either the CE is having little 
impact or that background infl uences on professionalized practice are aff ecting 
the entire fi eld. However, to some extent CEs do attribute the perceived improve-
ments in their status and practice to the acquisition of the credential. Some CEs 
thus believe in the credential’s positive eff ects, but only a longitudinal, objective 
assessment of skills and professional learning involvement would provide con-
crete evidence of the contribution of the CE. 
 Th e positive changes reported by non-CEs do suggest that the  CES Compe-
tencies (CES, 2009) are making their way into professional consciousness, which 
may be a spillover eff ect of the CE or, again, a result of background factors. Th is 
would seem to indicate that the competencies are serving to some extent as a core 
framework for many evaluators, whether credentialed or not, for the establish-
ment of professional development needs. Th roughout this entire period, CES 
maintained and increased its professional development off erings in line with the 
 Competencies ; many other purveyors of evaluation training also increased activi-
ties. Professional development and conferences are key vehicles to convey values 
and socialize members in professionalization processes ( Greenwood et al., 2002 ) 
and so, on its own, this enhanced training environment may have been respon-
sible for increased identifi cation with evaluation and desire to improve practice. 
In tandem with the introduction of the CES credential, several new university 
graduate programs in evaluation were implemented across Canada, and a higher 
profi le and coordination of these programs was likely achieved through the work 
of the Consortium of Universities for Education in Evaluation (CUEE), with CES 
support. 
 Externally, the economic downturn in Canada during the 2008–2012 period 
stoked the “value for money” climate in public sector management and a parallel 
trend to endorsement of evidence-informed management (e.g.,  Rousseau, 2012 ). 
Th e introduction of the 2009 Treasury Board of Canada Policy on Evaluation 
( Treasury Board of Canada, 2009b ) with its enhanced requirements for evalua-
tion coverage and renewed insistence on periodic evaluations addressing all “core 
issues” ( Treasury Board of Canada, 2009a ) has ensured that federal evaluation 
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activity has been maintained despite fi nancial constraints. Th is may have contrib-
uted to the relative self-suffi  ciency of the federal community. 
 Overall, although the results of this study suggest that some outcomes in 
line with those expected for the CE are occurring, the unique contribution of the 
program to these is extremely diffi  cult to assess. Th is conclusion should not be 
surprising: dynamics as complex as the professionalization of an area of knowl-
edge and practice are aff ected by multiple infl uences, not by any single factor. 
 In terms of outcomes beyond the level of individual respondents—that is, 
for CES, the profession, and end-users—a survey-based study such as this can 
only provide limited information. Results at all these levels were consistent with 
a potentially positive contribution. Th e perception of the designation is generally 
positive. Th e CE is seen as contributing to the credibility and value of CES as a 
professional association, which is consistent with research on the important role 
that professional associations can play in professionalization projects ( Greenwood 
et al., 2002 ). Th e literature indicates that some professionalization projects have 
led to sustained and structured forms of engagement with clients and end-users 
such as client associations, to develop guidelines and best practices on how to 
procure, manage, and use their services ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
 In conclusion, this study suggests that some outcomes expected for the CE 
program are in the process of being realized: attitudes and perceptions about 
the program are fundamentally positive, Credentialed Evaluators attribute some 
improvements in their practice to the credential, and the sense of belonging to a 
profession is increasing. However, factors other than the credentialing program 
may have infl uenced the observed outcomes. Th e study also points to some cru-
cial challenges facing the designations program for reaching its entire intended 
community. 
 NOTES 
 1  Th e authors wish to thank the anonymous reviewers who off ered constructive com-
ments on an earlier version of this article. 
 2  In this study, we refer to the term “profession” using the predominantly French tradition 
which defi nes a profession as a group of individuals who practice a particular trade or 
occupation ( Le Petit Robert ). 
 3  Th ese used multiple regression to predict dependent variables measured on 7-point 
scales. Predictors were years of experience in evaluation (using dummy variables for 3–5 
years, 6–10 years, and 11 years or more, leaving the 0–2 years as the reference category), 
volunteer time given to CES (using dummy variables for 1–10 hours, 11–50 hours, and 
51 hours or more, leaving no volunteering as the reference category), holding of another 
professional designation, sector of work (using dummy variables for nonfederal public 
service, federal public service, and the education and not-for-profi t sectors, leaving the 
private sector as the reference category), and holding the CE designation. All predictor 
variables were entered into the model in a stepwise fashion except for the CE designa-
tion variable that was forced into the equation. Statistical signifi cance of the CE status 
was determined based on the  t value and its associated probability. 
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 4  Out of all CEs responding to the questionnaire, whether or not they indicated that a 
change occurred for them in the previous four years. 
 5  Th is could also include those who apply and fail. Th e PDP program has been designed 
to exclude noncompetent applicants, but at the same time off ers support in the form of 
formative guidance on areas needing development and a three-year period in which to 
reapply aft er an initial unsuccessful application. It is not possible to say at this point if 
there are any applicants who have failed to meet the requirements or completely with-
drawn from the process. 
 6  http://evaluationeducation.ca/ 
 7  http://evaluationcanada.ca/ethics 
 8  CES does not have demographic information for all of its members as it is not manda-
tory to provide this information to become a CES member or a Credentialed Evaluator. 
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 Appendix A
LOGIC MODEL AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
 On the basis of a literature review and input from an external panel, we developed 
an outcomes-focused logic model to guide the construction of the survey ques-
tionnaire. Th e complete model is presented in  Figure 1 . Not all components of this 
model were measured in the survey, as individual CES members whose perspec-
tives are adopted would not have been the appropriate sources of information. 
 Th e literature on evaluation professionalization recognizes potential out-
comes at three levels: the individual evaluator, the profession as a whole, and users 
or benefi ciaries of evaluation use. Th e logic model defi nes expected outcomes for 
these three levels. In addition, it recognizes that the community-level impacts 
(i.e., for CES, the profession as a whole, and evaluation users) could have spillo-
ver eff ects to the outcomes of evaluators who do not acquire the credential. It is 
also important to emphasize that the literature on evaluation professionalization 
and forms of credentialing and accreditation foresee both positive and negative 
impacts. We built these into the study design process as well as the measures, to 
provide the most balanced view possible. 
 OUTCOMES FOR THE CANADIAN EVALUATION SOCIETY 
 While our focus in this study is on the perspectives of individual evaluators, the 
implementation and uptake of the PDP are key determinants of how attractive 
the credential is to CES members and nonmembers. Th e following immediate 
outcomes, identifi ed in the initial planning and implementation documents for 
the PDP, must be in place or visibly moving in that direction for the program to 
attract applicants: 
 −  Members are satisfi ed with PDP: CES membership as a whole is sup-
portive of the design and operation of the program (CES PDP, 2009b), as 
manifested particularly in the presence or absence of public complaints 
and dissension. 
 −  Th ere is demand for the CE designation: Uptake is suffi  cient for the PDP 
to be seen as of growing interest or relevance to practice (CES PDP, 
2009b). Tactics designed to engage most senior members of profes-
sional fi elds appear to be characteristic of professionalization processes 
( Timperley & Osbaldeston, 1975 ). 
 −  Infrastructure supports the demand for the CE: Another critical require-
ment is that the program infrastructure—including the technology, ap-
plication tools, and procedures; functioning of the Credentialing Board; 
and recourse mechanisms—off er quality and timely service (CES PDP, 
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2009b). (Aft er the implementation phase, this may come to be viewed as 
a program output.) 
 Intermediate outcomes for the PDP, as identifi ed in its planning documents, are 
 −  CE is a desirable designation: According to the PDP Monitoring Plan, this 
refers to the level of uptake as well as the level of complaints from appli-
cants (CES PDP, 2009a). It could also refer to perceptions of the CE in the 
broader community: the extent to which the credential is seen as having 
value or conferring status, allowing others to aspire to the standard held 
by the credentialed person (Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ). It can be noted that 
professionalization projects in some fi elds have failed to acquire a desirable 
status, with highly infl uential organizations and individuals remaining non-
designated and suff ering no apparent consequences ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
 −  CES explores other designations: A consortium was initially contracted by 
CES to develop the credential concept and recommended that three levels 
of credential be adopted, with an entry-level credential acknowledging 
basic competencies, and higher levels recognizing advanced competen-
cies or excellence in practice ( Halpern & Consortium, 2007 ). Th is was 
seen as a means to leverage increasing competency among practitioners 
who would aspire to the higher level credentials. Th is idea remains pre-
sent in the program documentation (CES PDP, 2009a) but has not been 
actively pursued to date. Multiple credential levels defi ning a career lad-
der are typical features of mature professionalization projects, involving 
assessment through a broader array of methods including examinations, 
interviews, client references, and portfolio review ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
 −  PDP is cost neutral: CES adopted the PDP on the basis of a budget show-
ing that it would be cost-neutral—that, once implemented and in steady 
state, its expenses would be covered by the application fees and an ad-
ditional premium on the CES membership fee. 
 −  Divisiveness within membership:  Altschuld (1999a ,  1999b ) noted that, 
in the American Evaluation Association context, implementation of 
a credentialing program could lead to tensions and divisions among 
membership, citing a membership survey with mixed views. Th ere are 
at least two potential sources of divisiveness for a voluntary credential-
ing program: creation of two "classes" of evaluators and a corresponding 
sense of inclusion and exclusion from the fi eld and the community, and 
division within the governance of CES about the vision and direction of 
the fi eld of evaluation and the CES overall. Diff erences of opinion about 
the PDP program have indeed been publicly expressed (CES, 2007; 
 Cousins, Malik, & Maicher, 2007 ). Studies of professionalization projects 
in emerging fi elds—for example, executive search professionals—have 
attributed failure of those projects to competing interests leading to 
divisiveness with the fi eld ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
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 In the long term, the credential is expected to result in the following out-
comes: 
 −  External organizations support, promote, and make use of the designation: 
Th ese external organizations would include other key actors and opinion 
leaders in the evaluation community, as well as consumers of evaluation. 
In the former group, of particular interest to CES outcomes is the Treas-
ury Board Secretariat of Canada’s Centre for Excellence in Evaluation, 
which is highly infl uential among the large community of evaluators in 
the Canadian federal government, as well as other jurisdictions. Uptake of 
the credential by evaluators outside Canada (at the time of writing, some 
fi ve CEs live outside Canada) may signal early support and use of the des-
ignation internationally. Internationalization is now recognized as a key 
feature of emergent professionalization projects ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). In 
the second group, the outcome would be seen in the widespread integra-
tion of credentialed practice: for example, in the adoption by employers of 
the CE as a mandatory or preferred qualifi cation for evaluation positions, 
or the adoption by major contractors such as the federal government of 
a mandatory requirement for contracted evaluators to hold the CE, or an 
additional weighting of the CE in proposal evaluation rating schemes. 
Inclusion of credential requirements in procurement processes is indeed 
an important professionalization tactic, defi ned as a market-based form 
of occupational closure ( Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
 −  CES is a credible representative and promoter of evaluation: Finally, the 
PDP program is expected to enhance the stature of CES nationally and 
internationally as a leading reference for best practice and a strong and 
eff ective advocate for evaluation. Professionalization is cited as allowing 
professional associations to take control of the profession and to deter-
mine its future ( Greenwood et al., 2002 ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ). 
 OUTCOMES FOR INDIVIDUAL CREDENTIALED EVALUATORS 
 Expected immediate outcomes (possibly within the fi rst three years) of having 
acquired the credential are expected to be 
 −  Recognition of the CE as holding a level of skill and quality or competence 
( Altschuld, 1999b ; CES PDP, 2009a; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ;  Worthen, 
1999 ); that is, the mere fact of having obtained the credential allows the 
CE and others to be assured that the CE’s practices meet a sanctioned 
level of competency. Th e value of this recognition depends on the extent 
to which the CE is perceived to set a high standard and is hard to acquire, 
as opposed to acknowledging that practice meets industry average. Th is 
also depends on the extent to which the designation assessment tools 
are seen as validly capable of discriminating between competent and 
incompetent practitioners. 
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 −  Increased attention to and involvement in professional development ( Alts-
chuld, 1999a ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ;  Worthen, 1999 ): Th is outcome 
is expected to occur as a result of the explicit requirement to engage in 
40 hours of professional development every three years to maintain the 
credential. Th is could ensure that “old-time evaluators” keep in touch 
with the evolution of the evaluation function ( Gussman, 2005 ). Involve-
ment in professional development would also be infl uenced indirectly, 
by pointing to domains where professional evaluators are expected to 
be competent ( Podem, 2014 ) and helping CEs self-identify their profes-
sional development needs. Th e credential could also induce more confer-
ence attendance and participation ( Altschuld, 1999a ). 
 Medium-term outcomes, aft er the fi rst three years, are expected to be 
 −  Increased competency: Some literature suggests that credentialing can 
lead to improved competencies among those who acquire it, in the form 
of better professional skills ( Gussman, 2005 ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ) 
and expanded knowledge of evaluation approaches ( Gussman, 2005 ). 
Increased competency would result most directly from the increased 
attention to and involvement in professional development. Th is out-
come is also seen as a result of the identifi cation and promotion of the 
 Competencies , which act as a form of standard to guide and systematize 
practice (and could also be seen as reifi cation of competencies and the 
commoditization of evaluation knowledge;  Lawrence, 2004 ). However, 
if the intent of the PDP is mainly to recognize those who are already 
competent among established practitioners, there would be little reason 
to expect an increase due to the credential itself. 
 −  Higher professional and competitive status: Some authors note an expecta-
tion that, to the extent that the credential is seen as credible and valued, 
those who hold it could see their status rise, both in terms of their reputa-
tion as professionals ( Altschuld, 1999a ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ) and their 
enhanced career progress and capacity to compete, whether for posi-
tions of higher prestige, for contracts, or against unqualifi ed competitors 
( Altschuld, 1999a ,  1999b ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ;  Picciotto, 2011 ). 
 − However, acquiring and maintaining a credential may place  additional 
costs of doing evaluation business on CEs ( Altschuld, 1999a, 1999b ). 
 Longer-term outcomes for Credentialed Evaluators could include 
 − Increased and/or sustained  professional identifi cation as an evaluator 
( Podem, 2014 ): Th is outcome is of interest in that professional identifi ca-
tion among Canadian evaluators is relatively low but growing: surveys of 
CES members in 2005 ( Gauthier et al., 2006 ) and 2010 ( Gauthier et al., 
2010 ) showed that 39% and 54% of respondents, in those years respec-
tively, agreed with the statement: “I consider myself an evaluator fi rst 
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and foremost.” Indeed, a key outcome for professionalization projects is 
the recentring of professional identity ( Timperley & Osbaldeston, 1975 ) 
in a more fi rmly framed fi eld understood by its members to be uniquely 
positioned to solve its clients’ problems ( Lawrence, 2004 ). 
 OUTCOMES FOR INDIVIDUAL NON-CREDENTIALED 
EVALUATORS 
 As spillover eff ects from the changes to the practice environment are expected 
to result from the implementation of the PDP, non-Credentialed Evaluators (in-
cluding those who have no interest in acquiring the credential and those who are 
interested but have not yet done so) 5 could be aff ected by 
 − Th e publication and dissemination of the  Competencies for Canadian 
Evaluation Practice (CES, 2009) could be expected to contribute to the 
 orientation of evaluators , particularly new ones, to competent practice 
( Altschuld, 1999a ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ), as they seek to understand 
the requirements and standards of the fi eld based on more than observa-
tion of their peers. 
 −  Restricted access to the profession: A key potential negative outcome for 
non-Credentialed Evaluators identifi ed in the literature is restricted ac-
cess to the fi eld ( Altschuld, 1999a ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ). (Although in 
the professionalization literature, this tends to be seen as rather the main 
point: “ultimately, the objective of a professional project is to achieve 
degrees of regulation over a fi eld of practice, both in terms of controlling 
the supply of expert labour and the behaviour of producers”; Muzio & 
Kirkpatrick, 2011 , p. 391.) Th is is a tricky issue for the voluntary CES 
designation, which aims to allow evaluators the choice not to participate 
but remain full members of CES and the evaluation community, with 
no restrictions on practice. Th ese authors suggest that it may produce 
exclusion. Others have observed that voluntary professionalization pro-
jects may fail if key organizations and individuals choose to ignore them 
( Muzio et al., 2011 ). Th is may be most likely to occur in the population 
of evaluation practitioners whose professional identity and role is not 
limited to evaluation ( Altschuld, 1999a ), for example, the numerous 
professionals in the NGO and community sector whose role includes 
planning, organizational development, and management along with 
evaluation. It may also be an issue for practitioners in the growing fi eld 
of monitoring and performance measurement, whose practice borders 
on and overlaps to some extent with evaluation. Although it is of interest 
to the overarching aims of the PDP program to ensure ongoing evalu-
ation competency development in these sectors (which, alternatively, 
could be characterized as expanding the jurisdiction of evaluation into 
adjacent professions;  Suddaby & Viale, 2011 ), the program may narrow 
the membership space. 
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 −  Reduced interest in professionalizing: In a related potentially negative 
outcome, the formalization and restriction of access to the status of 
“evaluator” through the credential may dampen interest in the profes-
sion, especially in sectors where it was not strong to begin with ( Jacob & 
Boisvert, 2010 ). Th is would be consistent with observations that profes-
sionalization projects can motivate “excluded actors to undermine rituals 
that support the status quo” ( Lawrence 2004 , p. 121). 
 In the intermediate term, non-Credentialed Evaluators would be expected 
to be aff ected by 
 −  PDP competencies as a training and professional development framework: 
Over time, it is expected that the competencies will come to occupy a 
central, defi ning role in training and professional development in evalu-
ation, so that all evaluators, whether credentialed or not, will be exposed 
to this framework. Th is is occurring through the grounding of training 
and professional development in the  Competencies : for example, the 
CES requirement that professional development workshops at the an-
nual CES Conference as well as some graduate certifi cate programs in 
program evaluation developed and promoted through the CUEE 6 could 
be linked to the competencies. In addition, non-Credentialed Evaluators 
may look to the  Competencies as a framework for their own develop-
ment, quite outside the credential. 
 OUTCOMES FOR THE EVALUATION PROFESSION 
 Th ere is one immediate expected outcome for the fi eld of program evaluation in 
Canada of the PDP program: 
 −  Th e fi eld is clear on what it means to be an evaluator: Lack of consensus 
on the defi nition and boundaries of the fi eld of evaluation was long rec-
ognized as a signifi cant barrier to professionalization ( Altschuld, 1999a ; 
CES PDP, 2009a;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ;  Worthen, 1999 ). It was also seen 
as a posing a threat to evaluation from other professional groups, notably 
audit and management consulting ( Gussman, 2005 ). Th e development of 
the PDP program was founded on extensive consultation to validate and 
develop consensus on the competencies among Canadian practitioners 
( Cousins, Cullen, Malik, & Maicher, 2009 ). However, the extent to which 
this expected clarity has been internalized and maintained is unknown. 
 In the intermediate term, the PDP should produce for the Canadian profes-
sion as a whole 
 −  Expectation that all evaluators have basic knowledge: From adoption of 
the  Competencies as part of the requirements to access the credential, it 
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logically follows that all stakeholders in the fi eld would then expect that 
all Credentialed Evaluators would have the basic knowledge embodied 
in the  Competencies . Th is is cited in the literature as a key benefi t of 
a credentialing system ( Altschuld, 1999a ;  Podem, Goldman, & Jacob, 
2014 ;  Wilcox & King, 2014 ). 
 −  Increased continuous learning: Th e PDP program proposal indicated that 
the designation would lead to an overall higher engagement in continuous 
learning and professional development across the fi eld (CES PDP, 2009a). 
 −  Increasing/reduced training off erings in evaluation: Th ere are mixed views 
on the potential impact of the PDP for training off erings. On the one hand, 
the need to maintain the credential could be expected to lead to a burgeon-
ing of training opportunities in line with the credential, to be off ered by 
CES or other entities ( Altschuld, 1999a, 1999b ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ; 
 Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ). On the other hand, the circumscribing of what 
is considered valuable or appropriate evaluation knowledge and skills by 
defi ning core professional competencies may narrow and homogenize 
current training off erings ( Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ). 
 –  Increased credibility of evaluation: Th e PDP proposal to CES stated that, 
in the intermediate term, the PDP would enhance the credibility of the 
profession, as it acquires a more rigorously defi ned public presence (CES 
PDP, 2009a). Indeed, some authors argue that the main purpose of cer-
tifi cation systems (as opposed to licensure) is to protect the profession, 
as opposed to the public or practitioners ( Schultze, 2008 ). 
 −  Some unqualifi ed individuals are credentialed: Th e risk of false positives, 
where the assessment and designation system is not adequate to always 
exclude unqualifi ed individuals, is identifi ed as a potential outcome by 
 Altschuld (1999a) and  Jacob & Boisvert (2010) . Th is could undermine 
the value of the designation. 
 Th e long-term outcomes expected for the evaluation profession are numer-
ous. Th ey include 
 −  Enhanced distinct identity of evaluation, with clear boundaries separating 
it from neighbouring fi elds such as audit and quality management ( Guss-
man, 2005 ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ) and on par with other fi elds and 
other professions that require credentialing for their practitioners ( Alts-
chuld, 1999a, 1999b ). Credentialing systems are an important weapon 
in the “jurisdictional contests that occur among competing professional 
groups for the occupation and control of emerging and transforming 
fi elds” ( Lawrence, 2004 , p. 166); they can be seen as colonizing strategies 
that enhance legitimacy of a fi eld through connections to institutions 
outside the fi eld ( Lawrence, 2004 ). A distinct professional identity also 
has the advantage of being portable across practice settings (Harris & 
Barnhart, 2001 ;  Muzio et al., 2011 ). 
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 −  Standardization and homogeneity in evaluation practice: For some au-
thors ( Podem et al., 2014 ), this is seen as a desirable outcome for the 
profession, insofar as it defi nes expectations for competent practice and 
quality process and product, reducing the likelihood that non-evaluation 
work is labelled “evaluation” and accepted as such by unknowing users. 
However, this is also seen as a negative outcome that could reduce ex-
perimentation, growth, and renewal in the profession ( Jacob & Boisvert, 
2010 ) or, as has been noted more generally, “surveillance and uniformity 
encourage the conformity and rigidity that encourage further surveil-
lance and uniformity” ( Lawrence, 2004 , p. 121). 
 −  Higher quality evaluations: Th e overall increase in professional develop-
ment, the cues provided to credentialed and non-credentialed practi-
tioners about competencies along with the exclusion of practitioners 
lacking competencies from access to evaluation work are expected to 
result in a net increase in the quality of evaluation ( Altschuld, 1999a ; 
CES PDP, 2009a;  Cousins et al., 2009 ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ). 
 −  Increased use of evaluation: In a context where evaluation lacks credibility 
( Gussman, 2005 , mentioned senior federal government managers as an 
example of such a context), the PDP can contribute to greater recourse to 
evaluation as a management decision-making tool and bring it closer to 
the broader policy picture. Evaluation may enjoy a gain of market share 
through better “brand recognition” (Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ). 
 −  Th e credential as standards infl uences practice: It is also plausible that 
the presence of the  Competencies de facto sets a practice standard for 
evaluation and, in doing so, shapes practice. If the bar is set too low—for 
example, as an entry-level credential—the net eff ect could be to shape 
practice to a lower level of quality. 
 −  Field is narrowed: Several authors have indicated that an expected out-
come of credentialing, indeed the fl ip side of increased standardization 
and clearer boundaries, is that over time the fi eld will become more 
narrow and restrictive in paradigms, theories, and methods ( Altschuld, 
1999a ;  Cousins et al., 2009 ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ; see also  Lawrence, 
2004 ). 
 OUTCOMES FOR EVALUATION USERS AND SOCIETY 
 Finally, the PDP logic model posits outcomes for users of evaluation and for so-
ciety as a whole. We suggest that these are more likely to occur in the medium to 
longer term. Th us, intermediate outcomes are: 
 −   Stakeholders view evaluation as a professional practice and understand its 
value: “Stakeholders” in this case refers to clients and users of evaluation 
as well as managers, decision-makers, and governments more generally 
(CES PDP, 2009a;  Gussman, 2005 ;  Worthen, 1999 ). It has been suggested 
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that an important condition for success of professionalization projects 
(using the example of accountants becoming all-round business advisors 
in multidisciplinary fi rms, a professional project that took two decades 
to achieve) is that persuasive communications connect professional in-
terests to broader value systems ( Suddaby & Viale, 2011 ), and convince 
external stakeholders that practitioners hold moral legitimacy to act for 
society’s good ( Greenwood et al., 2002 ). 
 −   Clients aware of and prefer the credential: Th is outcome, suggested indi-
rectly by some authors ( Podem et al., 2014 ) and noted by our Challenge 
Group (see Methods), renders explicit the premise that evaluation users’ 
behaviour will be infl uenced by this change in the evaluation “market” 
whether internally or externally. Note that this may depend on organi-
zational policies and constraints: for example, including the credential 
as a mandatory requirement for evaluation positions in government will 
not be entirely the purview of the hiring manager. Note also that in the 
voluntary designation system, non-CEs may be as competent as CEs, 
without having chosen to have this recognized by the designation. 
 −  Public is educated about good evaluation practice: A more informed con-
sumer base would reduce the “likelihood that false claims of being an 
evaluator would go unnoticed” ( Altschuld, 1999a ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ; 
 Worthen, 1999 ). Public education is a particular focus of some other cre-
dentialing systems such as that of Aotearoa-New Zealand ( Wehipeihana, 
Bailey, Davidson & McKegg, 2014 ). However, public education about 
evaluation or the credential has not been a priority for CES or the PDP. 
 −  Increased costs for consumers: On the negative side, the costs of the 
credential and its maintenance may eventually be directly or indirectly 
passed on to evaluation users ( Altschuld, 1999b ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ). 
 In the longer term, outcomes at this level could include 
 −  Protection of evaluation users: Th is outcome would arise from the 
exclusion or nonpreference of noncompetent evaluators in hiring 
and contracting, as well as improved quality of evaluation ( Altschuld, 
1999a, 1999b ; Harris & Barnhart, 2001 ;  Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ;  Podem, 
2014 ). 
 −  Avoidance of unethical behaviour: Th e Refl ective Practice domain of the 
 Competencies includes adherence to professional standards including 
the CES Guidelines for Ethical Conduct, 7 as well as the Joint Standards 
for Evaluation ( Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, & Caruthers, 2011 ), which 
include ethics dimensions. Professionalization is generally accompanied 
by the codifi cation of professional behaviour considered ethical practice 
( Jacob & Boisvert, 2010 ;  Schultze, 2008 ). Refl ective competencies are, 
however, among the most diffi  cult to validly assess ( Wilkinson, Wade, 
& Knock, 2009 ). 
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 −  Needs of employers and purchasers for quality evaluation met: Th is out-
come is a corollary of the increased overall quality level of evaluations 
produced in the profession, stemming from increased competency of 
CEs, increased professional development, and greater understanding of 
how quality in evaluation can be recognized ( Cousins et al., 2009 ). 
 −  Society benefi ts from fair and accurate evaluations: Th is outcome would 
occur through the application of improved practice to produce evalu-
ation fi ndings that lead to program or policy improvements ( Jacob & 
Boisvert, 2010 ;  Worthen, 1999 ). However, the marginal contribution of 
the PDP to the overall value of evaluation in Canada is likely to be dif-
fi cult to ascertain. 
 In the logic model, we have reproduced the ultimate aims of the PDP as indi-
cated in the program documentation: “Professionalization of Evaluation in Can-
ada,” and “Clarity and Defi nition For and Within Canadian Evaluation Practice.” 
 Appendix B
SEGMENTED ANALYSIS 
 Th is appendix summarizes key diff erences between signifi cant segments of evalu-
ators.  Table 9 contains the results that focus on the sector of work and on the 
number of years of involvement in evaluation. 
 Evaluators active in the private sector are most likely to hold the CE designa-
tion (30%). One half of those in the private sector who do not hold the designation 
indicated an interest in obtaining it. Other than the designation not being a job 
requirement or not seeing enough benefi ts from the designation (the two reasons 
most commonly cited by all groups for not pursuing the designation), being too 
close to retirement to enter this professional process was cited more oft en by pri-
vate sector non-CEs than by other non-CEs. 
 Municipal, regional, and provincial government employees have the lowest 
rate of program uptake (7%). While their level of interest in the designation is 
relatively high (59%), they indicated that the cost was a barrier as well as the time 
required to complete the application, and the fact that their tasks do not contain 
enough evaluation work to justify the eff ort. Members of this group are less likely 
to identify as evaluators, but they are more likely to foresee positive outcomes of 
the designation on evaluation in Canada. 
 Federal government employees have a low take-up rate (9%) and a lower level 
of interest in the designation (46%) than others. Although they are more likely 
than other sectoral groups to self-identify as evaluators, they are also the group 
least favourable toward the designation in terms of desirability and likely outcomes. 
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 Respondents from the not-for-profi t and education sectors display the high-
est level of interest in the designation (61%), even though their uptake to date is 
low (9%). Key reasons for not pursuing the CE in their case include being un-
certain about the results of the application process and already holding another 
professional designation. Members of this group are less likely to self-identify as 
evaluators; they are more likely to support the ideas that the CE designation is a 
good identifi er of qualifi ed individuals and that the designation has enhanced the 
credibility of evaluation in Canada. 
 Th ree quarters of new evaluators (1 to 2 years on the job) are interested in 
obtaining the designation. Other than benefi ts perceived as questionable, the 
main barriers for them are a lack of information and the fact that evaluation may 
not be their career choice. While they are less likely to already identify as profes-
sional evaluators, they display the most positive attitudes toward the designation. 
 Evaluators with 3 to 5 years of experience show a solid level of interest in 
the program (64%), but assess the process as demanding and costly. Th ey are 
somewhat less likely than other experience groups to consider themselves evalu-
ators fi rst and foremost, and more likely to see the designation possibly leading 
to increased rigidity in the practice of evaluation. 
 Take-up among members with 6 to 10 years of experience is 14% to date. One 
half (51%) of those not already CEs in this group are interested in acquiring the 
designation. Other than limited perceived benefi ts of the designation, this group 
indicated that the absence of fi nancial support from their employer was a reason 
for lack of interest in the process. Members of this group tended to self-identify 
more than others as professional evaluators, but also were less likely to see the 
designation as desirable, credibility-enhancing, and exerting a positive infl uence 
on the quality of evaluations. 
 Th e most experienced group of CES members (11 years or more of pro-
fessional experience) is also the one with the highest take-up rate (26%)—the 
fast-track application process is likely to be a factor. Among the non-CEs in this 
group, almost one half (46%) are interested in the designation. Th ose who are 
not interested see limited benefi ts for themselves in acquiring the designation. 
Members of this group are more likely than others to self-identify as professional 
evaluators, but they are somewhat more critical of the capacity of the designation 
to identify qualifi ed individuals, of the ability of the designation to enhance the 
credibility of evaluation in Canada, and of the possible eff ect of the designation 
to increase the rigidity of evaluation practice. 
